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The article discusses some problematic relations between the individual and the social levels
of existence and cognition of society. It states diversity and lack of integration of methodological
approaches to the analysis of a systemic organization of society.

The article also raises the question of the ontological status of the “level” category. The author comes
to the conclusion that the “level” belongs to two languages of the object description: the subject
language and the meta-language, the fact being not always taken into account when it comes to
creation of generalizing concepts that reflect the specificity of social determinism, the specificity of the
“part-whole” relationship in the system, including consciousness, goal-setting, and creativity.

The author states that the methodological pluralism is a reflection of an antinomic nature of the
“individual-social” (“I-S”) pair, the nomological synthesis is limited to this antinomy, and the
analysis of these bounds (limits) has a heuristic significance. It implies clarification of the content of
the psychological analysis to understand social realities.

Psychological explanation works for the events in loci that are sensitive to individual characteristics
of the subjects of social action.

Social determinism is characterized by a different depth of interpenetration of the individual and the
social; availability of dynamic and probabilistic regularities, a different degree of similarity of the
elements and the system, the individual and the social.

The consequence of these features is that it is not always correct to explain social realities by deep
historical reasons, since the individuality in the society is manifested, in particular, in a certain historic
period which will be included in actual social existence. The explanation of social realities by the past
condition of the society is limited to the points of choice and / or creativity.
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Problem statement the nomological synthesis. It implies integration of

In the context of ongoing divergence of sciences,  concepts of high level of generality. However, the
multiplication of methods and, respectively, languages ~ presence of demand does not mean the availability

that describe social realities there arises the need for ~ and, moreover, guarantee of its satisfaction.
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The

nomological synthesis is conceptualized in the

problematic  character of the
“individual-social” opposition. From the position
of methodological optimism, this synthesis is
principally achieved through intelligent work
that involves the language of systemic analysis,
synergetics, etc. It was dialectical logic that was
applied to solve the philosophical conflicts of this
kind.

There have been attempts to use the
complementarity principle for this purpose. On
the one hand, this principle is applied for the
analysis of a physical reality. On the other hand,
it does not eliminate the antinomy in micro-
and macrocosm description. There was no such
meaningful scanning for the application of this
principle with regards to I-S, but the antinomy
was preserved.

The point of methodological optimism is
that the synthesis problem solution is considered
possible regardless of the success of specific
scientific knowledge. Yet, if the solution does
not depend on broadening and deepening of the
empirical base, why is the nomological synthesis
not implemented so far?
different

formulation and solution of integration problems

According to a approach,
are associated with the discoveries in the field
of anthropology. Yet, its perspectives are not
clear: what knowledge does the synthesis lack, in
which area is breakthrough possible? A complex
of psychological and sociological sciences in
their traditional theoretical and methodological
boundaries hardly contains such potencies. At
present, high expectations are connected with the
development of neurobiology (Chernigovskaia,
2013). However, if we understand how neuronets
give rise to subjectivity, can we expect that
systemic relations of the individual and the
social levels of activity in spatial and temporal
(historical) aspects of life will be understood?

The issue is still considered open.

The variant of methodological anarchism,
matching with a postmodern idea of the
equivalency of texts, lack of hierarchy, etc. is
possible. According to S.A. Kravchenko, the
“movementtowardsadynamicnetworkinteraction
of theoretical-methodological approaches, in
which it is almost impossible to distinguish the
dominant theory...” have surfaced in sociology
(Kravchenko, 2012, p. 19). The last part of the
phrase about the impossibility to distinguish
the dominant theory needs no explanations. As
for the network interaction, there arises an issue
of its properties and effectiveness. In our view,
“network interaction” is far from being a very
good metaphor. It evokes an image of a flat space
with no depth.

There has been an active development
of discourse analysis methods applied to the
analysis of social practices in the course of the
last decades (Ticher, 2009; Jorgensen, Phillips,
2008; Leontovich, 2011). The multiplicity of
approaches and methods is felt by some authors
as a kind of some intellectual challenge, a need
to adhere to the key principle of a comprehensive
analysis. A comprehensive analysis “requires
that one weighs the approaches up against each
other with respect to philosophical premises,
theoretical claims, methodology and method,
identifying what kind of contingent knowledge
each approach can supply...” (Jorgensen, Phillips,
2008, p. 252).

Overall, the situation with the methodology
of social analytics is quite confusing, which
makes it necessary to continue research in this
area.

This article is an attempt to define some
essential terms of an integrative process and its
fundamental limitations.

In the methodological aspect, it will clarify
the conditions of identity and differences in the
psychological and the sociological levels of social

analytics. That gives an opportunity to deepen
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the understanding of individual meanings of
social activity, on the one hand, and social effects

of individual actions, on the other hand.

The logical and methodological

analysis of I-S

More than a century-long experience of
discussion of the I-S relation suggests that the
opposition is an antinomic pair (Zdravomyslov,
2012). Therefore, the productive discourse, in our
view, should be not so much about the conditions
of synthesis, but about its limits and heuristic
possibilities.

It is worth while considering some features
of the I-S opposition. In our opinion, one of the
most problematic options of the approach to the
analysis of this opposition is its representation
by the “level” concept. The complexity of this
concept lies in the uncertainty of the ontological
status of its object that leads to the possibility of
the concept hypostasis.

Ontologization of the “level” is based on
the integrity argument. It is argued that the
system object has inherent properties that other
elements lack. However, this obvious fact can be
given a different interpretation: the emergence
of new properties eliminates the so-called level
of elements depriving it of its independent
existence. Here it is important to keep in mind
that similar description is applicable to simple
systems only.

Advocates of holistic conceptions of
irreducibility of the properties of the whole to the
properties of its parts give an old example about
the properties of water and the properties of its
elements (Kravchenko, 2013, p. 208). But they do
not notice that this kind of analogy is equivalent to
the reduction of complexity, since the principles
of the arrangement of systems of different degree
of organization are considered identical. In
theoretical terms the issue of nature of system

qualities can be solved as the determination of the

mechanism of the assembly processes (Moiseev,
1990, p. 54).

The properties of oxygen and hydrogen in
water molecules are “tied”, they do not show
up as such. We can say that there is no “element
level” in this system. Can the same be said
about the public system? Apparently, another
peculiarity manifests itself here, the peculiarity
being the autonomy of the elements, diversity of
the process of adjusting the elements’ properties
to the structure, tangle of “horizontal” and
“vertical” relations into contours, etc.

The presence of levels as ontological entities
can be attributed to the system in which both
the system properties and the properties of its
elements are revealed. And all these arguments
about the meaning of the “level” concept are
mainly reduced to the problem of system
qualities generation, causality loci identification.
According to IuV. Sachkov, “the processes at
each level have a relative independence, the
causality issues are originally solved at each of
them” (Sachkov, 2006, p. 34).

K. Popper argues that “social phenomena,
including collectives, should be analyzed in terms
that refer to individuals, their actions and relations
between them” (Popper, 2004, p. 565). According
to him, the social system is not an empirical
object but a theoretical construct (Ibid., p. 564).
Therefore, the “level” is an idealization but not
a real object. This decision, in our opinion, does
not reflect all possible states of social existence.
In a sense, the society acts as an empirical object.
Individual activity is limited to the institutional
framework represented by legal and cultural
norms, material resources movement, etc.
Social objectness and role regulatory relations
between the subjects, involved in this situation,
are revealed to each individual as the objective
conditions of his / her activity.

On the other hand, if only the irreducibility

of social patterns to the level of the individual
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life is registered, it implies the recognition of
an individual’s complete dependence on the
society. In this conceptual scheme the personality
is forced to take the place of the derived value
(Neskriabina, 2001, p. 37).

The principles of systemogenesis are,
probably, different in the objects of various
complexities. When the matter concerns a
systemic organization of objects, including the
level of consciousness, i.e., when the matter
concerns a man and the society, there appears a
significantly new circumstance. Such is a person’s
ability to involve the results of his / her analytical
and subjective-evaluative activity in the process
of activity determination.

It should be recognized that the “level” is
a concept with an underspecified content. This
semantic ambiguity is not always explicit, which
leads to confusion and unnecessary debates. The
“level” is a concept belonging to two “worlds” -
the language of the object and the meta-language.
Society as a system has the levels when considered
inrelation to the institutions, hierarchy of statuses,
and the subjects of decision-making, accordingly.
As a term in the system of meta-language the
“level” implies the depth of penetration into the
object’s structure, the transition from empirical
to theoretical cognition (Bazhenov, 2006, p. 68).

Thus, this concept implicitly contains duality.
Therefore, to talk about the individual and the
social as levels is to register this duality without
clarifying its nature. In fact, the term “level” is
the expression of ‘the individual and the social’
antinomy and identification of the boundaries of
the nomological synthesis.

It seems no logical-methodological
explication of the “I-S” pair can lay claim to
completeness and finality of conclusions. In our
opinion, it is K. Popper’s productive idea that
philosophical conceptions should be discussed
in their projections on the middle logical level.

“A theory is comprehensible and reasonable only

in its relation to a given problem situation, and
it can be rationally discussed only by discussing
this relation” (Popper, 2004, p. 332).

The problem of correlation between the
individual and the social has many urgent
projections. In particular, the following options
are meaningful and verifiable: the meaning
of historical argument, the motivation of
an individual action and its social meaning,
continuity (tradition) and variability in culture,
the nature of ethnic identity and authoritarianism
complex, attribution of responsibility, modules of

power relations, etc.

The psychological approach

to the analysis of the social medium

Understanding of influence of the
characteristics of the psychosphere on the course of
events in the social sphere is often associated with
the definition of common and essential properties
of the human psyche which are important from
the point of view of socio-historical dynamics.
We argue that it is necessary to analyze the
unique properties of the psychosphere in the loci
sensitive to the individual characteristics of the
subjects of activity.

Social factors, affecting an individual’s
consciousness and behavior, differ in depth
of penetration into the personality structure.
It has an adequate conceptual design in such
psychological concepts as the autonomy of
motivational and cognitive  substructures,
subjectivity, individualization, creativity.

Concordant and discordant processes
and properties coexist in the psyche. It is often
impossible to predict which one will be stronger
and to define a leading tendency. Creativity
manifests itself in the wunpredictability of
All these

features of the human psyche in themselves are

individual and social responses.

well known. Yet, they are insufficiently explicit

in the theory of socio-psycho-interactions.
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Probabilistic

determination are successfully put into effect in

and dynamic types of
socialmedium, whichimpliesanambiguousnature
of the relation between past and future states. It
is important to emphasize that probabilistic and
dynamic types of determination are not assigned
to any of the levels, either individual or social.

The property of equifinality or a person’s
ability to come to the same conclusion and choose
one modus of behavior when having different
assumptions and reasons is of a particular interest
for wunderstanding psycho-social relations.
An ability to divergent thinking and choice is
a property which is opposite of equifinality.
Potentially any of the properties of psyche
can play an independent role in a social action
determination. Which of them will emerge and
assert itself in a given place and time is a question
the answer to which requires the analysis of a
particular situation.

If the human psyche is governed by the
determinism laws and functions as a single
entity, its cause-effect relations form continuous
sequences. If the determinism and integrity form
the two extremes in the continuum of possibilities,
the individualizing method is necessary, the
method limiting the depth of the convergence
in the cause-effect chain and the generalization
level. Modern cognitive science favours the
alternatives of complexity and probability as
principles of mental processes organization. The
field of the event creation has a spatial-temporal
constraint that must be taken into account by the
logic of social cognition.

Society is a system with reflection, which
is quite obvious. It is not quite clear that the
consequence of this property is a choice of a part
of one’s own history to justify present and future.
The subjects of a social action should solve the
problem every time and again, the problem being
what information from the past to be included

in the process of generating the future. That

does not exclude a repetition of positive and
negative experiences. The depth of descending
down the chains of the cause-effect relations as
well as the space of social impacts transference
are limited by bifurcation points, which are the
points of choice from the opportunities available
or points of creating new ways of development
in the public system. Localization of these points
in space and time reflects the measure of social
events individualization.

Therefore, explanation of social facts by
serious historic reasons is far from being always
true. For example, it is hardly correct to explain an
authoritarianism trend, existing in contemporary
political life, by the peculiarities of national
history.

It is worth while dwelling on the difference
between psychological and sociological ways of
description and explanation. The former appeals
either to common properties of mental response or
to a subject’s individual characteristics. The latter
appeals to psychic realities, thus, considering
them as a reaction to cultural and historic
impacts. For example, a sociological explanation
as applied to the authoritarianism phenomenon
implies that “love of a strong power” is an actual
property that is present in the mentality and
passed on from generation to generation. With
reference to a particular individual it is a part
of social environment. If authoritarianism did
not exist in the form of beliefs and prejudices, it
would not be passed on to the next generation or
other generations as long as the social memory
lasts.

The following explanation is always possible
within the sociological model: an authoritarian
(anti-democratic) trend occurs as a psychological
reaction to a complex social environment, and it
is stored in generations since these determinants
are preserved. Both cases imply translation of
either objective (social) environmental factors or

mental ones.
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Explanation of the authoritarian features
of human nature is another matter. It implies
that the causes of this complex are not in the
past but in the present; they are not in the
external social reality but in a specific way of
responding to a wide range of external stimuli.
This means that the features of authoritarian
consciousness appear in this social situation
again, people (more specifically, only some
people, their minor part) produce them by
themselves. Others (who are always more
numerous) adopt this mentality to the extent
that the authoritarianism ideas suit their
interests. Therefore, the psychological analysis
involves the study of individual predisposition
to an authoritarian tendency (Adorno, 2001).
The conformism phenomenon is universal
but it does not explain social changes, and,
hence, it does not exhaust the nature of social
determinism. It is partly due to conformism
that the authoritarianism complex can exist in
the society at a safe minimum if there are no
favorable conditions for it and the channels of
its distribution overlap.

So, psychological explanation involves
reference to the general laws of functioning of
human psyche and individuality. This, however,
is the same, if we assume that “to be individual”
is an inherent quality of human nature. Individual
originality and contradictory nature of the
subjects of social action are important variables in

the analysis of social conditions and development

trends. These factors are beyond all calculation,
which is a different matter.

It should be emphasized once again that the
peculiarity of the social system is that its elements
— individuals — have autonomy of properties and
relations. The presence of systemic qualities is
characteristic of simple objects. Simple systems
are such systems due to the fact that they can
be described one way, with the language of the
properties of the same level, whereas many of the
essential features of society can be expressed in

terms of human nature or specificity of human

psychology.

Conclusions

The above analysis results in the following
generalizations:

- the state of the methodological discourse
questions the possibility of creating an algorithm
of translation from the language of sociological
theories into the language of psychological
knowledge to implement the nomological
synthesis;

-theI-S oppositionretainsthe antinomicsigns
at the level of philosophical generalizations;

- explanation of social realities by the past
condition of the society is limited to the points of
choice and / or creativity;

- psychological explanation is adequate in
relation to the events in loci which are sensitive
to individual characteristics of the subjects of

social action.
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I/IHIII/IBI/I)IyaJILHOC H CoHaJIbHOC:
npeaejabl HOMOJIOTHYIECKOro CHHTE3a
1 BO3MOKHOCTH COIII/IaJIbHOﬁ AHAJINTHKHA
O0.®. Heckpsidouna

Cubupckuii pedepanvHulil yHusepcumem
Poccus, 660041, Kpacnospck, np. Ceo600nbiti, 79

B cmamve paccmampusaiomes nekomopbvie npooiemublie OMHOULEHUS MeNCOY UHOUBUOVATILHBIM U CO-
YUATLHBIM YPOGHAMU Oblmusi u nosnanusi oouecmea. Ommeuaemcs MHO2006pasue u HedOCMamoy-
HOCHb UHMe2Payuy MemooOL02UYeCKUX N00X0008 K AHAIU3Y CUCMEMHOL opeanu3ayuu oowecmsa.
Cmasumcs 60npoc 00 OHMOIOSUHECKOM CIMAMYCe KAMe20puu «ypo8eHby. AGmop npuxooum K 61800y
0 MOM, UMO «YPOBEHLY NPUHAOLEHCUM O8YM S3bIKAM ORUCAHUSL 00BEKMA: NPEOMEMHOMY U MEMAas3bl-
Ky, 4mo He 6ce20a yYUumvl8aemcst npu co30aHuu 0600uarwyux KOHYenmos, Ompaxicaowux cneyudu-
Ky COYUANBHO20 OeMePMUNHUIMA, CReYUDUKY OMHOULEHUS (HACMb-YeNloe» 8 CUCHeMe, BKIIUaloulet
cO3HaHue, yenenonazanue, Meopyecmeo.
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Asmop npuxooum K 661600y, YMo MemoO0I02ULeCKUll NAIOPATUIM ABISAEMC OMPAICEHUEM AHMUNHO-
MUYHOCIU NAPbL «UHOUBUOYATIbHOE-coyuanvhoey («HM-Cy), umo Homonocudeckuil Cunmes 02panudeH
OaHHOU AHMUHOMUYHOCIIBIO U AHAIU3 IMUX 2PAHUY (npedenos) umeem s8pucmudeckuii cmoicia. O co-
cmoum 8 YmouHeHuu Co0epAHCAnUsl NCUXOL02UYECKO20 AHANU3A Ol NOHUMAHUSL COYUATILHBIX Peanuil.
Tcuxonozuueckoe obvsacHenue pabomaem 6 OmHoOuleHUU COOLIMUL, NPOUCXOOSUMUX 8 TOKYCAX, YY6-
CMBUMENILHBIX K UHOUBUOYATILHBIM 0COOEHHOCHISIM CYOBEKMOE COYUANLHO20 OCUCMEUSL.

Coyuanvrolii OemepmMunuU3M Xapakmepen: pasHou 2ayouHol 3auMONPOHUKHOBEHUS UHOUBUOYATb-
HO20 U COYUANbHO20, HAIUYUEM U OUHAMUYECKUX, U 6EPOSMHOCHIHbIX 3AKOHOMEPHOCMEU, PA3HOU
CMenensvl0 NOO00USL INEMEHMO8 U CUCEMbL, UHOUBUOYATLHOZ0 U COYUATLHOZO.

Cnedcmeuem 0anuvlx 0cobeHHOCmel AGNAEMCS MO, YMO He 6Ce20d NPAGUNLHO 00BACHAMb COYUATL-
Hble peanuu 21yO0KUMU UCTMOPUYECKUMU NPUYUHAMU, NOCKObKY UHOUBUOYATbHOCHb 8 COYUYMe NPOo-
ABNAEMCA, 8 YACMHOCUL, 8 MOM, KAKoe UCMOpUYecKoe epemsi Oyoem GKII0UEHO 8 AKMYAIbHOEe COYU-
anvroe ovimue. ObvsCHeHUe 00UWECMBEHHBIX Pealull NPOULILIM COCMOSIHUEM COYUYMA O2ZPAHUYEHO
moukamu evloopa u/ unu meopuecmaa.

Kuiouegvie cnosa: cucmema, yposenv, cunmes, Memooono2us,, COYUaIbHA AHATUMUKA, COYUATbHbLIL
OemepMUHU3IM, UHOUBUOYATILHOCHIb.
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